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ABSTRACT 

The differential effects of the final revision of 
Levels 1 and 2 of the Peabody Language Development Kits (PLOK) on the 
Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA) profiles of young 
disadvantaged black children were studied* Contrasted vith 90 control 
subjects were 90 experimental subjects who received a daily 30-minute 
oral language stimulation exercise from the PLDK throughout the 
school year* The pretesting and interim testing were spread by eight 
months, while the pretests and post±ests were administered 20 months 
apart* The study took place in elementary schools in a southern 
inner-city where over three-guarters of the pupils were black* The 
program was differentially effective only in the vocal expressive and 
auditory vocal seguential components of the ITPA as measured by the 
Vocal Encoding and Auditory- Vocal Sequencing subtests* This suggests 
that FLDK lessons should be coordinated with other grammatical 
exercises in order to achieve maximum improvement in the major oral 
language defects of the disadvantaged children of the type studied in 
this investigation* (Author/TS) 
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IXJt DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS ON THE ITPA PROFILE OF THE FINAL VERSION OF 

us DEPARTMENT OP HEALTH 

l!;\".'oV;?rN'sr.?i"" the PEABOOY language development kits (LEVELS n AND //2) 

EDUCATION 

=^^'Ji:^o^\JS:^'^^^H WITH YOUNG DISADVANTAGED NEGRO CHILDREN^ 

A- s . • «..eAO<» OPINIONS 

trli-' ;i^o^*oro«"pouo Ralph M. Hausraan and James A. Apffel 

George Peabo''y College for Teachers 
Nashville , Tennessee 37203 
Oiw of the major efforts to develop programs designed to increase 

tho oral language abilities of children has been the series of Pealiody 
l.aimtunu' Development Kits. The lessons and materials comprising the 
experimental version of Level //I of the series (Cunn 6. Smith, 1964) have 
been evaluated with a variety of subject populations. Formal research 
efforts have included studies of its effectiveness with the educable 
meptally retarded (rorgnone, 1966; Gibson, 1966; Dunn & Mueller, 1966; 
Dunn, Pochanart, & Bransky, 1967), the slow learner (Ensminger, 1966), 
the culturally disadvantaged (Carter, 1966; Bailey, 1966; Dunn & Mueller, 
1966; Dunn & Pfost, 1967; Dunn & Mueller, 1967), and with normal kinder- 
gar, -n chiKlren (Milligan, 1966). The lessons and materials comprising 
the li.ial (commercial versions) of Levels //I and If2 of the series (Dunn & 
Smith, 1965, 1966) have been evaluated with a sample of young culturally 
disadvantaged children (Dunn, Neville, Bailey, Pochanart, & Pfost, 1967; 
Mercer, 1967). In each of these investigations the Illinois Test, ot 
Psyclio linguistic Abilities (ITPA, McCarthy & Kirk, 1961) has been included 
as a primary instrument for the assessment of linguistic abilities. 

The PLDK was developed as a method of general oral language stimula- 
f.^ tion, as opposed to a means of stimulating specific language abilities. 

Therefore, most investigators have concerned themselves with measurement 
^ of overall language i-rowth, as measured by overall language age scores 
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on tlio ITPA* However, several studies have investigated the relative 
effectiveness of tliis program in terms of the differential language 
skills represented hy the ITPA subtests* Keehner (1966) found titat a 
language development program based on the PLDK, but supplemented by 
additional activities, was equally effective in enhancing development 
in most of the areas measured by the ITPA. Mueller and Dunn (1966) 
found that the program was differentially effective in enhancing develop- 
ment among retarded children on the four ITPA subtests they utilized- 
In the latter study, tlie subjects tended to gain more on the Auditory- 
Vocal Association and the Visual-Motor Sequencing subtests than on the 
Auditory i)ecodin>; and the Auditory-Vocal Automatic subtests. Ensminger 
(1966), investigating the effectiveness of the PLDK with slow learning 
children who had school learning problems, also found that the program 
was differentially effective. His study suggests that increased language 
development tends to be reflected primarily on two ITPA subtests: 
Auditory-Vocal Association and Vocal Encoding. Dunn & Mueller (1967) 
employed the PLDK with young culturally disadvantaged children and found, 
as noted above, that the program was differentially effective, having its 
greatest effects on associative and expressive components of the ITPA 
(i.e., tlie Vocal Encoding and Auditory-Vocal Association subtests). In 
addition, Lliey noted that tlie program was weakest in teaching receptive 
and .lutomatic (non-meaningful) aspects of language. 

Tlie present study is based on data gathered for the Cooperative 
Reading Project (Dunn, Neville, Bailey, Pochanart, & Pfost, 1967; Dunn, 
Pochanart, Pfost, & Bruininks, 1968), an investigation designed Lo 
examine the relative effectiveness of three approaches to the teacliing 



ERLC 



3 



Hciusman ^ 
of beginning reading arcl the influence of a general oral language stimu- 
lation program (specifically. Levels //I and //2 of the PLDK) on children's 
development through their first two years in school, plus a follow-up 
year. The sample utilized consisted of A80 subjects — 240 boys and 240 
girls — from 12 ilUic elementary schools in an inner-city area, the 
majority of whom were of the Negro race. Pretesting, with the ITPA and 
other tests, was performed at the outset of the 1965-66 school year, 
interim testing was done from April through June, 1966, and posttesting 
was accomplished during the period from April through June, 1967. 

The present study used the ITPA protocols of 180 Negro subjects — 
90 e\iH-rim(MUal and QO control subjects — equated on intelligence 
(experimental group's mean IQ = 87, control group's mean IQ = 89) and 
proportional regarding sex — randomly drawn from the CRP subject pool. 
Tlie.se test protocols were analyzed for differences in gains over years 
as measured by the nine subtests. Group profiles of experimental and 
control subjects for each test period were examined. The following 
effects were anticipated: (1) the use of the PLDK would have a favorable 
effect on the ITPA total language age, (2) the use of the PLDK would have 
a positive overall effect on the ITPA subtest profiles, and v^) the use 
of PLDK would have a progressive overall effect on the ITPA subtest 
profiles over the two year intervention period. 

Results 

The primary statistical procedure involved a Type VI analysis ol 
variance (Lindcjuij;t , 1953) to compare experimental j;roup > with control 
groups in general. \ series of t^ tests were utilized to detect differ- 
ences between the groups on the individual subtest scores. The .95 level 
of confidence was employed. 
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Mean raw scores for experimental and control groups on the pre-. 
Interim, and posttests, as well as gains and gain differences, are 
reported in Table 1* Mean language age scores were sunnarlzed in 



Insert Table 1 about here 



Table 2 and presented graphically In Figure 1* Raw scores were employed 
in the statistical analyses to maximize precision while language age 
equivalents were used in the graphic oresentatlon to facilitate compari- 
sons becweeii si:>tests. (The types of subtests on the ITPA are described 
in T;ihle 1.) 
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The analysis of variance Is contained In Table 4. An examination 
of that table reveals that significant results were obtained for the main 



Insert Table 4 about here 

effects of years of PLDK exercises and for ITPA subtests, as wnl as for 
the interactions between years and subtests^ however, as r^w scores wore 
utilized these are essentially meaningless. There were, no significant 
results reflecting differences between PLDK groups ;tor for the interaction 
between PLDK groups, years, and ITPA subtests, fhus, using raw score data 
the analysis of variance failed to support the prediction that the use of 
the PLDK would have a positive overall effect on ITPA total language age. 
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Figure 1 portrays he ITPA profiles for both the experimental and 
control groups for the three testing sessions* From an examination of 
Figure 1, it can be seen tliat the profiles are similar for the pre- .\\u\ 
interim test results* While both the experimental and control groups 
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gained significantly overall and for most subtests, the slight differences 
between the groups' total score gains were not significant (see Table 4). 
Posttest profiles, v/hen compared with those for the interim and pretest 
results, again show significant overall gains while remaining essentially 
similar in conf ii;urat i onal pattern. However, it will be noted tiiat ihc 
experimental group achieved significant gains from interim to posttesting 
(1966-67) on the Vocal Encoding and Auditory-Vocal Sequencing subtests 
(p .05). On the Vocal Encoding subtest, the experimental group gained 
15 months more than did the control group. On the Auditory-Vocal 
Sequencing subtest, the experimental group gained a total of 27 months 
(1965-67) as compared to the control group's gain of 23 months. As will 
be seen in Table 5, which consists of a summary of the values obtained 
on tlie tests comparing the two samples' performance on each of the ITPA 



Insert Table 5 about here 

subtests, the only other subtest on which the experimental group's per- 
formance evidenced a positive trend, though slightly below the level 
required for statistical significance, was Auditory-Vocal Association. 
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All otiier test values were far below the level required for signifi- 
cance. 

Discussion 

First, it should be noted that the findings of this investigation 
are consistent with the findin.'js of Dunn, Neville, Bailey, Pochanart, 
and Pfost (1967) in that there were no significant differences found in 
overall language age gains between the total experimental group and the 
control group. The present findings are also similar to those reported 
by Cray .nul Klaus (1965) who noted tliat culturally deprived children 
Lend to score low on the (pretest) encoding and automatic tests, and 
tend to have a relatively adequate performance on Auditory Vocal 
Sequencing. 

Second, as in Dunn and Mueller (1967), the control group's profiles 
for the three test periods are quite similar. This reinforces their 
observation that the regular language arts program, taught by regular 
elementary teachers, in regular self contained classrooms, is moving the 
children forward with commendable evenness in all areas. The data 
reported liere, as might be expected, also suggests that the patterns of 
language skills of disadvantaged Negro children do not change appre- 
iiahly during the first two years of school, although one might detect 
a trend for greater ^,ains in auditory and vocal skills. With an initial 
mean IQ of 89 for the control group, the predicted overall gain in lan- 
guage* age, in tcnrs of MA growth, for the 8 month pre-interim test 
period would be approximately 7 months* Predicted gain for the 20 
month pre-post test period would be 18 months. The obtained gains were 
8 and 17 months, respectively* With an initial mean IQ of 87 for the 
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experimental group, the predicted overall gain In language age for the 
8 month pre-lnterlm test period would be approximately 7 months and for 
the 20 month pre-po8tte.«t period would be approximately 17 months. 
IntorostiuRly enough, however, the obtained gains were II and 21 months, 
respectively. While these Inter-group differences were not statistically 
significant, the positive trend would contralndlcate PLDK discontinuance. 

Examination of Figure I also reveals a slight tendency for the 
experimental group posttest proflJe to differ in form from that for the 
pretest. Vocal Encoding has supplanted Visual-Motor Association and 
Auditory-Vocal Sequencing as the strongest area. The latter also made 
statistically significant gains. While only Vocal Encoding and Auditory- 
Vocal Sequencing subtests show a significant differential gain, the 
profile appears to be somewhat more audio-vocal oriented. 

Third, although the experimental subjects who had two years 
experience with PLDK gained significantly In expressive language, this 
result is not consistent with the stated purpose of PLDK which Is to 
teach all language skills. It is, however, consistent with the trends 
previously observed by Ensmlnger (1966) and Dunn and Mueller (1967). 
The three hypotheses advanced by the later study are also applicable 
here: (I) Inequalities In the educablllty of the children on the various 
linguistic skills measured by the ITPA; (2) differential sensitivities 
ami r»-liabl litics ol the ITPA subtests; and (3) unequal or i. propriatc 
emphases on the various language functions In the PLDK progra.... With 
respect to the second hypothesis. It Is noted that the ITPA currently is 
being revised to provide greater diagnostic sensitivity. In terms of 
the third hypothesis. It should also be noted that PLDK Level P (Dunn. 
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Horton, and Smith, 1968) has been designed with several specific lan- 
guage skills in mind (e.g., Auditory Vocal Automatic), thus possibly 
overcoming the shortcomings of Levels If I and //2* 

The differential effectiveness of the PLDK lessons do not reflect 
an unsatisfactory state of affairs. Althougli the broad purpose of PLDK 
is to stimulate overall languaj;e development, tlie activities and lessons 
woro ilcsi>;iUHl to ompli.isize thouglit and expression. Encouragement of 
expression in talking time is fundamental to that purpose. The signi- 
ficant gains in vocal encoding suggests that they are s>uccessful. 

Disadvantaged children are especially weak in the grammatical and 
syntactical aspects of standard English. Bernstein (1961) holds that 
the major role of speech is to sensitize the child to the demands of 
his environment. He postulates two language forms which he designates 
as restricted and elaborated langua^^c. The sterile and rigid struct uro 
of the lower class restricted language serves to imprison tlie clu Id in 
his limited social culture. He must develop tlie more riclily structured 
elaborated language of the middle socioeconomic class if he is to 
achieve the optimum intellectual performance that can be associated 
with his measured intelligence. It is in this area of expressive 
language tliat tlie PLDK provides its most significant impact. 

Summary 

Yhc differential effects were studied of the final revision of 
Levels //I and //2 of the Peabody Lan^uaae Development Kits on tlic ITI'A 
prot'Lles of young disadvantaged Negro children. Contrasted with 90 
control subjects were 90 experimental subjects who received a daily 
JO-iiunute oral language stimulation exercise from the PLDK for eacli clay 
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in the school year. The pre- and interim testing was spaced by 8 montlis 
wlule the pie- and post tests were administered 20 months apart. The 
study took place in schools located in a Southern inner-city whera over 
three-quarters of the pupils were of the Negro race. 

The program was differentially effective only in the vocal expres- 
sive and auditory vocal sequential components of the ITPA as measured by 
the Vocal Encoding and Auditory-Vocal Sequencing subtests- While there 
were gains in other Vv^cal auditory areas these are associated equally 
v;ith PLDK nnJ regular classroom programs. This suggests that PLDK 
lessons should l>c coordinated with other grammatical exercises in order 
to nclueve maxiimmi improvement in the major oral language defects ol the 
disadvantaged cliildren of the type studied in this investigation. 
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Footnote 

^The research reported herein, a part of the Cooperative Reading 
Project, was supported by Grant HD 973 from the National Institute of 
Chilli Health and Human Development, and from Ford Foundation funds 
through the NiishviUe Education Improvement Project. This experiment 
was i-nrried out in collaboration with the Nashville Metropolitan 
Scliools. Recognition is due Lloyd M. Dunn, principal investigator for 
the Cooperative Reading Project, who provided us with the raw data upon 
which this article was based. 
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Table 3 



Types of Subtests in the Illinois Test 

of Psycholinguist ic Abilities 



Subtest Number and Name 



Ability Measured and Item Example 



A. IVroclin**. (reroption) 

1. Auditory Docodinj; 

2. Visual Decoding 



B. Association (relationships) 
3. Auditory-Vocal 
Associat ion 

A. Visunl-Motor 
Assoc i nt ion 



Ability to understand the spoken word. 
Hxample : Do people sleep? Response is 
simply "yes" or "no." 

Ability to classify pictures from memory. 
Example: Subject is shown a stimulus card 
such as a picture of a table which is tlien 
removed. His task is to find a picture of 
an object of the same classification from 
a group of four. 

Ability to reason by analogies. 

Example : Soup is hot; ice cream is . 



( : . I * 1 1 c o tl i n >; ( o x p r o s s i imi ) 
S. VocmI Kncodint* 

b. Motor Encoding 



D. Automatic (grammar) 

7. Auditory-Vocal 
Automat ic 

K. Sequent i a I (nuMiiory) 

S. AutM tory-Vot*,iI 
Se(|iu*nr i u\\ 

Visual-Motor 
Sequencing 



Ability to relate visual symbols in a 
meaningful way. 

Example : The subject selects from among 
four pictures tlie one which "gtuvs with" a 
given stimulus picture, sucii as "sork" 
goes with "shot-. 

Ability to express ideas in spoken words. 
Example : The subject is asked to describe 
a simple object such as a "ball." 

Ability to express one's ideas in mean- 
ingful gestures. 

Example : The subject is shown a picture 
of a "violin" while the examiner asks: 
"Show me what you would do with this." 

Ability to express future linguistic 
events from past experiences. 
Example : "Here is an apple; here are 
two . 

Ability to repeat correctly a sc^qut-nce ot 
symho I s . 

Example : Subject is askeil to repeat a set 
of iligits such as 8-1-2-5-1. 

Ability to reproduce n sequence o( visual 
stimuli from memory. 

Example : The subject observes tlie ordt-r 
of a series of pictures or geometric forms 
for five seconds, tlie pictures are then 
mixed, and the subject is asked to re- 
arrange them hack in their original order. 
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Table 4 

Analysis of Variance of ITPA Subtests Scores, 1965. 1966. and 1967 



Source 



df 



Mean 
Square 



F 

Ratio 



PI,l)K Groups (A) 1 0.091 

Error 178 170.020 

Years (B) 2 8078.672 

A X B 2 89.906 

B X Error 356 14.791 

ITPA Subtests (C) 8 9536.914 

A X C 8 28.939 

C X Error 1424 20.580 

B X C 16 103.244 

A X B X C 16 13.911 

BC X Error 2848 10.034 

Total 4859 38.722 



463.399 
1.406 



P 

Values 



546.206 < 0.001 
6.078 < 0.010 



< 0.001 



10.289 < 0.001 
1.386 
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Experimental Group 
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Fi<jore 1. Mean Lanf^uacjc Aqe Scores for Experimental and Conlrol Groups on 
the S«ble$<s of lh« Ulinois Te»t of Psijcholinqoistic Abilities 
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